If the flow has strong shock waves, however, then there is considerable disagreement between both TSD and FPE solutions and Euler equation solutions. Generally the predicted shock location for the potential theories is much further aft than that for the Euler equation solutions. This is due to the isentropic assuroption being invalid in these flows. 
it can be seen from Equations (4) and (5) that Hence, the shock speed can be neglected in the computation of the oscillatory shock strength. Thus
For the following shock jump relations for the Euler equations it is assumed that the low frequency assu~ption noted above still applies. That is, the shock speed is sufficiently small that the quasi-steady relation holds. (8 ) where the epstream shock Bach number Ne is given by
The TSD (wlth q = 2.0) and Euler shock strengths are plotted against c+ for Hco = 0.755 in figure 1 and it can be seen that as to Equation (1).
In the follo~ing analysis it is assumed that all shock waves are normal to the free stream. In this case contributions from the ~yy ter~ to the Jump relation can be neglected.
Consider for the mor-ent the more general form of Equation (10) (11)
The normal shock Jump relation is
where ~~ is the value of 9 x just ahead of the shock and a is the shock strength. The function F(~~,a) is given by
x a a
The problem is to pick a suitable form of f($x)' and in the follow1ng discussion some conditions that should be satisfied by f(~x) are suggested.
(a) In general the function f(~x) will be nonlinear in ~x which leads to the possibility of multiple parabol1c points
It is advisable that at least one of the roots of Equation (14 
PRELHlINARY IMPLEME~TATION OF THE CORRECTION PROCEDURE
It is possible to der1ve functions f{~x) that satisfy all of the conditions given in the preceding section, but in a limited study, such as the present one, it is more convenient to satisfy only certain of these conditions explicitly and to test the resulting function w1th respect to the other conditions. In the following discussion the set of conditions given in Option II are considered.
The most crucial conditions to satisfy are the shock strength conditions, Equations (19) and (20) since the object of the present excercise is to realize the correct shock strengths.
Consequently, these conditlo~S are satisfied explicitly. For simplicity in derivation, it is assumed that the modifications to the small d1sturbance equation will be sufficiently small that Equations (IS) and (16) will be, at least, approximately satisfied. This aspect will be considered with each application of the theory.
The form of f{¢x) chosen is that of Equation (10), that is
where a, b, c are either constants of simple functions of ~+.
The part1cular form of Equations (15), (16) 
Two applications of this correct jon were developed as follows.
Method I.-The coefficients band c were chosen such that for the mean steady case Equation (24) The exponent a is chosen such that equation (25) In both cases the coefficients a, b, c are chosen such that the shock strength on the upper surface satisfies Equation (20) and these values are retained throughout the flow field. The present, mod1fied,form of the TSD equation is in the form of Equation (27) [but with a different F(~x)l and the same algorithm will suffice. However, because of the type dependent switching of the difference scheme it is important to ensure the conservation properties of the modified TSD solution.
The general form of the type dependent differencing used in LTRAN2, which is applied only to the first term of Equation (27) 
The suffix i denotes the ith point and ~x is the mesh spacing.
The differencing of Equation (28) It is suggested that the discrepancy may be due to inherent differences in the numerical scheme used to solve both sets of equations. Finally, although the present method g~ves a considerable improvement over the conventional TSD theory, it is desirable to further test the present theory in order to fully evaluate the techniq~e. 
